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A Critical Note on the Value 
of Attention Deficit as a Basis 
for a Clinical Syndrome 
DAVID SHAFFER AND IRVIN SCHONFELD 
EDITOR'S COMMENTS 
6 
In this chapter, "inattention" is analyzed and the inadequacy of the questions 
on commonly used rating scales for diagnosing this symptom are specified. The 
authors demonstrate the difficulties encountered in attempting to diagnose 
inattention as a cardinal symptom using the one relevant question on the Rutter 
Behaviour Questionnaire. Subsequently, the authors point out the limitations in 
the measurement of activity in children using various methods, both in a strict 
setting and a more naturalistic one.
David Shaffer then proceeds to discuss the analysis of his research sample 
of boys who were known to have neurological soft signs at the age of 7 com­
pared with a matched control group known to have been without such signs.
Problems in using teachers' and parents' rating scales of overactivity are explored.
For instance, there were no significant correlations between scores on the
parents' Motor Activity Checklist and the teachers' checklists of either activity
or attention. It is suggested that there is a strong correlation between hyper­
�inetic and inattentive factors, rated by teachers, raising questions about their
independence . 
. . The authors conclude by submitting that "the definitional problems per­tam,�g _to the symptoms of hyperactivity and inattention are so considerablethat tt 1s premature to base any behaviorally defined psychiatric syndrome on
their presence or absence."
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